IS FETISHISM A PBIMITIVE FORM OF BELIQION?

been surrendered, for, even supposing that fetishism
consisted only in ascribing to material objects life,
activity, or personality, call it figurism, animism, per-
sonification, anthropomorphism, or anthropopathism,
the mere fact that children do the same as grown-up
savages cannot possibly help us to solve the psycho-
logical problem. The fact, suppose it is a fact, would
be as mysterious with children as with savages. Be-
sides, though there is some truth in calling savages
children, or children savages, we must here, too, learn
to distinguish. Savages are children in some respects,
but not in all. There is no savage who, on growing
up, does not learn to distinguish between animate
and inanimate objects, between a rope, for instance,
and a serpent. To say that they remain childish on
such a point is only to cheat ourselves with our own
metaphors. On the other side, children, such as they
now are, can help us but rarely to gain an idea of
what primitive savages may have been. Our children,
from the first awakening of their mental life, are sur-
rounded by an atmosphere saturated with the thoughts
of an advanced civilisation. A child, not taken in by
a well-dressed doll, or so perfectly able to control
himself as not to kick against a chair against which
he had hit his head, would be a little philosopher
rather than a savage, not yet emerging from fetishism.
The circumstances or the surroundings are so totally
different in the case of the savage and the child, that
comparisons between the two must be carried out
with the greatest care before they can claim the
smallest scientific value.

I agree so far with the   believers   in   primitive
fetishism that if we are to explain religion as a uni-